DOCOHENt PESBME 



ED ;\9U 921 



es 503 123 



AUTHOR 
TITLE 

PIJB_DATE 
NOTE 



EDFS PPICE 
DESCPIPTOFS 



von Paf f ler-Eriqel^ wal burqa : HcKhight'^ Stev en G, 
the : Perce p-^-ibri -of Nonverbal' Behavior in Function of 
Visible Access -to One ct: Both interactants, 

Oct BO^ * ' .: :: : 

51p\: Pap^r presented ^t_the ftnnual fieetiriq of the 
Semi otic Society of A merica ( 5th^ LUbbbck^ TX^ 
October 19B01 • 

MF01/P'C01 Plus P^ostaae, ^ 

College 5>tuaent=; - ,^comniur;icatlon Res'^earch;" 

Di-|^f erences : Finployinert..lnterviews-; *Evaluatidn ; 

Evalua tors: Hiqher_Educa-^ion ; *Non v,erbal I 

Commun ication : *Paral inqui sties ; Performance Factors : 

♦Semiotics 



ftBSTRftCT . __ ___L_^__^ __ ..... ^ _ _ . 

- -_- a- seraiotic-study-^exploting whether the visibility 

cf _both_ ends_in^ a d^adic__interaction affected a thir d party •s 
evaluation _of the interactants^- sublects evaluated two versions of 
six simulated -^employment- interviews^ -The six roale^applicants for^ ^ 
employment simul^ed overqest icuiation , lack of -adequat e eje]^ contact , 
moderate aggressiveness^ kinesic stillness, fidgeting, and positive- 
aagressi veness. The sqbjects serving as evaluatcrs o f : t he si mulat ions 
werej t*2 undergraduate frtudents and 36 prof essionals who had rated 
people: as part of their work. Half of the raters saw the version with 
both the J applicants and the interviewers bh ^he screen^ whilfe the 
other half of the raters: saw only the applicants. Observers*' 
percepticns cf many jof_ the behayiors changed j depend i ng on whether the- 
applicant : was vie wed^ alone or within. his full inter act ibnal : context • 
Physically seeing cr not seeinq the interviewer greatly influenced 
raters* percepticns of the interactant to be judged. Hearing the' 
auestions to which the applicant replied and kncwing there was an 
i^*!^?^^^??^^. l"^^?-^^"^^^!: ^y^^*^ ^ot a sufficient condition for ah 

^qual-eyaluaticn of"^ bot"h functions. It was difficult ^tc see how 
^??^9*?? ''^^^^^y could handle the discrepancy in the (perception of an 
identical sig'n. (PL) ' ' , 
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THEORY 

As this Is generally achSSd "^'f ."''^"InS «£ S^e aessage. 

Of external variables and ^ho+ ■ ^ incorporation 

re^ln, of the nonveJKl co.p^^e^t'of d i °" ^ 

approach, in a strict sensr ^^"'^"'s" 

^Hich favors the .tructuLiL^ne^h"^^"' ^"'"'""^ '^^^^^^ ' 

I^Histell. Sensu iatorfioweveJ ''^^"^ ch.n,pioned by Bird- 

nonv.rbai re.e.rch can be rLonciled anH°''^^^^^^ 

sary for a complete understSno ^ . "^7 indeed be n^c^s- 

kinesics (von Lffler-4gil 197!)°' ^'^^''^ '^^^P^^ in 
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seePE , - 

focUsS^on^^r-nteSl^^^i^-J^ P-dig. but it 

ther^the Visibility of botHnS . ^ — ^° explore, whe- 
-affected the evaluation Sfthf?'"^ ^^-dic, interactioi 
compared to the visibility of onl^ " "^^=^^^"^f'i^a:^3rt:y. 
with the clear contextuaf^Md stJt^d? "I"' ' ""^^^ 
one end in view was particiDa^^^^ - ^ understanding that the 
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appeared to US the . showing of _a_ candidate being interviewed 
for a business position. _in_this particular situation it 
would not seem contrived, that the camera had focused exclu- 
sively on the interviewee who was to be jvidged, 



INSTRUMENT 

r 

Six white males of close range in age (the youngest 
being 22 arid the oldest 26 years bid) ^ of similar* physical 
builds and compatible educational and socio-economic back- 
ground were video taped in a modk business interview situation 
with the same interviewer.' The latter was impersonated by a 
whit^ niale in his l^te thirties^ Prof ^ Kassian A; Kovalcheck, 

director of Forensics.at Vanderbilt University, _ _the_ verbal 

behavior of the applicants was virtually identical in.ianguage 
and content _and varied as_ little as possible in paralanguage ^ 
but _ their. nonverbal behavior differed on one variable- The 
interviewer behaved in^an idehtical manner throughout. Each 
taped session lasted three minutes. 

To insure the virtual identity of the verbal component, 
each of the mock applicants was asked to read a short script 
(see Appendix I) before the taping; To preserve riatuiralness, 
he was instructed riot to memorize the script but basically say 
_the same^ things. The six "iriteractibris were taped bri cbnsecu- 
tive days arid the iriteryieweesj had rib occasion -to meet at that 
time. Ideally we should have hired professional actors but 
this wasj financially out of the question. In ^•egard to the 
nonverbal behavior to be portrayed by our volunteers we opfed 
for what we considered the minor e'scil. _ Instead of- giving _ 
' rigid instructions to each .applicant so_that_they ail would 
behave_in an almost_identicai_mariner except for the pne vari- 
able_which_we_wanted to isolate, we simply told them to behave 
naturally except -for-one specific nonverbal manifestation " 
which they -were to stress without overdoing it to the point 
of, caricature. In this manner we thought to^avoid a stilted, 
artificial behavior throughout the tape; and we. believe that 
we have succeeded. Fr&m past experience iii ribriverbal testing 
we were fairly certaiir that "the deperiderit variables which 
might 'compound the picture woiild be of minbr_ coticern given *the 
Gverridirig effect bf the independent variable, (vori Raffler- 
Engel^ i.p.) _ ~\ 

• > ■ ■ - - 

The variations T.ri ribriverbal behavior are 'as foiiowsi The 
six video frames were shown in the order listed below with one 
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minute intervals ' between each frame to allow for rating time. 
I. Overges ^lcula t:l|on . The applicant gesticulated almost 
constantly with his hands while he talked.^ The move- 
merits were appropriate but lacked the usual pauses. 
II. Lack of adequate e5^e ^'&o ri tact . The applicarit only rarely 
established eye cbritact with the iriterviewer , Ibdkirig 
___ '"i^ the air*' (as described by brie observer) br dbwnward. 
III. Moderate aggressiveness . The applicarit did all the_ 

"right" thii^gs, (f bt a list bf these see von Raf f ler-Engel 
1980) but without fbrcef ulness . 
IV. Kineslc stillness . . The applicant kept his body still 

except for occasional head nods and some small movements 
with his fingers, 
V. Fidgeting ^ .The applicant fidgeted, nervously, used fre- 
quent, seif-adaptors and piayed with the elastic .band of 

his wrist' watch* . ' ^ , - - - 

VI, Posxtive aggressiveness ^ The applicant did all the 

"right"' things but with great forcef ulness in the tens- 
ing of his body "and the intensity of his gaze. * 



SUBJECTS 

A total of 78 judges evaluated the tapes.. Of these 42 
were undergraduate students (M21/F21) arid 36 were prbfessibri- 
als (M19/F17) ranging in age from 23 tb 68^ meari 38.5 years. 
These professional raterfe were managers in department stores ^ 
'and admissions officers iSa the graduate and professional 
schools of VandSrbilt University. ^ 

The.subjects. were_classif ied into four catagories : stu- 
dent males ; student females;, prof essional_males J and profes- 
sional females. Each category was. then_randomeiy_divided . _ 
Half of the raters saw the applicant and the interviewer on_ 
the screen while * the other half saw only the_applicant . _ The . 
two versions of the tape had been prepared -at the Vanderbiit 
University Learning Resources Center by using two cameras. 
One camera fbcused bri the two interact ants while Che other 
camera cjovered brily the applicarit. Iri this maririer the appli- 
cant albrie is slightly larger than wheri he is seated across 
;the of f ice table with the interviewer. Whether the difference 
In size had any influence _on the evaluatibn bf his behavibr we 
can not. know. For lack pf time we did not run a small test 
comparing two identical pictures varying only in size. 

The subjects viewed the tape singly or in small homogen- 
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ibus grbiaps. The studer^ts saw it in regular classrabihs . i The 
professionals viewed the tape at their place of work. (For 
the jjunior author this frequently meant carrying the heavy 
portable video equipment all over Nashville, Tenn. ) Each ^ 
judge filled out a_ demographic data sheet indicating sex, age, 
and_years of .experience. in interviewing. (see Appendix 11)^ 
After .viewing' each, of .the. six. frames"- the judges .compiled a.. > 
forced choice ratirlg. sheet .evaluating, the applicant on a set. 
.of personality and job related traits, >and indicating whether » 
he or she would hire/not : hire him with/without reservations. 
(See Appendix ill) * ' 

ANALYSIS' 

' ~ ' ' . V. 

\ - - _ - - 

: iThe; test results were analyzed separately for each of 

the four categories'^ _ arid f(?r the studerits arid the profession- 
als as a whole as well as for all the women compared tb all 
the men. The individual responses bn the rating sheets were 
totalled for each question and comparisons were established on 
a_ percentile basis. (See Appendix IV for a sample of the 
analysis) . 



RESULTS 



The results suggest the followiug typology in regard to 
nonverbal behavior when^ observed in kn individual with or 
without the benefit of visual access to the other interactant. 

(1) Non-lnta rac: tional behavior . Behavior that is basi- 
cally unrelated to the verbal behavior, or any bthier aspect of 
the brigbirig cbriversatibilal iritiBract ibri. This behavior simply 
denotes an egc^ state arid has rib direct iriteractibrial furictibri. 

An example of this type is the fidgeting applicant .__ It 
S is exclusively in reference to his intelligence. that differ- 
ences inratings appear. When he is alone, 91% of the male stu- 
dents consider him of average intelligence while when_seen_ 
with. his interactabt that f igure.shrinks to 70%. .Whenlhe.is. 
aione,_no. male, student (19%) .considers him. below average^ .while 
in ±nteraction^30% giveVhim.such.a iow_rating. Among male 
prbf essionals the same holds true. ': When alone 60% consider 
hlra average and 33% below average while 'visibly in interaction 
the exact opposite is shown: 33% average and 60% below. 
Among female* prof essionals there is virtually rib difference iri 
his iritelligerice ratirig iri the twb ' pictures .• With female 
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students, ..however, he gains by being with his interactaht, 80% 
consi^ering£him- of average intelligericG arid only 20% below. 
Wfi^flT he is alone, the reverse holds true^ with 36% average and >' 
64% below. _^en„no other score is there significant rater vari- 
ation for the two tapes., 

- - " - ----- - ^ 

(2) -- Interactional- B^ iiavior . Bc^ln\ ibr that is intimately 
reJ.ated__to Jlie f ace-^to-f ace interaction. Interactional be- 
haT^ior has.^^ two aspects. It is judged for the effectiveness of 
its referential function and of it regulatory function . 

j- -^ classic example of the referentiar^f unction is the 
ovrergesticulator. When he is albn^e, it is evident that his 
active- gesticulation correspbrids exactly to *what he says. Of 
tttose.profes^ionals who wbuld hire him^ 25% would do so enthu- 
siastically/, and 25% withbut reservations. When seen with the 
interactat/t, all those that would hUre him would do so with 

reservatidns (100^. When albne^:41% of all professionals 

consider him of outstanding intelligence^ while in interaction 
•that percentage -shrinks to 11%. ' men he is:alone, 24% con- ' . 

^ider him highly competent, while hbbody (0%) thlnlck this of ^-^ 
^im in-interacT:ion. The j^ges seem to notdLce a conflict.be- ^ 
tween the self-primirig value of gesticulation and the disturb- 
ing influence of one-sided bvergasticulation on the harmony of 
conversational interaction;. The disharmony is especially 
blatarit because the interviewer.was kinesically very quiet. 
Nbbbdy (0%J^want? him as a personal friend or bbss. Never- i 
theless, when seen alone, 41% ii|ht_^take him as an employee 
but only 21% would do so after seeing him with his inter- 
actant. 

: \ ' -Tlie kinesically still applicant is the opposite of _ the. 
overgesticulator. peri viewed alone, no student (0%): and only 
2 professionals (11%) thirik of himas outstandingly intelli- 
gent. 24% of the professibrials even think of hijn as below > ' • 

average while when he is albne^Tie falls lower in intelligence 
and only 65% corislder him average. Although unresponsiveiy. 
quiet,, like all the others, this applicant establisKes.normai 
eye contact arid therefore is mbde^-ately adequate in the regu- 
latory functibri. 

The applicant who gazes -in the void may be considered 
self reliarit wheri : ^een .albne by 35% of the. prof essionals but 
only 11% thirik this^ bf him when: they see. him. in -interaction . 
65% corisideir hitn irisecure when he is alone.^and this figure 
ju^ps to 89% when the professionals see him in interaction. 



The positively aggressive applicant is 100% i^uccessful 
in ge^^dng hired by the professionals on both tapes and only a 
singlg^^student (25) .would not-hire hiin,s^and this onay when he 
was seen alone; None of professionals (0%) would want him 
as a personal friend when they^ee him alone but when they see 
him in interaction 26% would.want him as a friend. When 
'viewed alone, only „his_f orcef ulness stood out. When his 
behavior contrasted with_ the reserved personality -of the 
interviewer, it took on_ a dimension of dominarice improper for 
the particular social situation. • 

/The moderately-aggressive applicant also gets himself 
hired by ail_the_ professionals and only two students wbUld not 
hire him, but this time it is when they see him in inter- 7 
action. . No female student would want him as a personal friend 
after seeing him_ alone but 40% want him as . their friend wheri 
they see _him_in.^ interact ion. His behavior did not manifest 
any degree of inappropriate dominance. 

gbNettJSJGN „ ' • 

The'! intendecLmeaning of the various applicants-' behavior, 
is evidently- one- and only one on both tapes. Observers ' s per- 

^^^y : ^^^^^ behavidts, however, changed depending 
°" :^^^^^^^::^^^ _^PP^^^^^^ i^'^s vi«wed^ albrie or within his full 
interactional context;. It is difficult to ^ee how segidtic 
theory can handle the -discrepancy in the perception of an 
identical sign* -The applicant on the tape and the raters 
shared„the_sarae quiture and kinesic expectancies 1 The! raters . 
knew that phere was. an other member to the ' intetactibri even 
when he was not visibly on* the scrisisfi. Physically seeing or 
not seeing him, -however, greatly influenced their pei^ception 
of the interactant.to be- judged. Th^ visual image guided 
their imagination to-emphafeis on the -referential function when 
the visual stimulus toward the regulatory function was not 
present.. Hearing-the questions to <^hich th^a: applicant replied 
and having_consciousness of ^e fact that there was an^inter- 
viewer. in_ the actual evi^it was not a sufficient condition for 
an equai_evaiuation of both functions. The question is 
whether. the-semiotic sign can ever bis explored objectively. 
In socioiinguistics, the perceiver is part A^f the perceived. 
it_is_hoped that semiotics will pay' increasing attention to 
the "reader". - ^ 
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Interviewer: What made you decide to.applyto^dur company^ 
Interviewer i„terfested in management- and I thought that 

SoSing in a depStm^nt store Sould offer the most varied 

SxpSu?. ^oor'company is very i.rge and therefore 

should have^'many openings. = - - 

^ " Sseaiherit^inlSndLdlnrSo.' . . . 

r^- SI^L finer Souid you mind telling me a little about 
'"'••yoSsllf! What are your long and ^ short range, career 

loals7 HO. will^you go ^^^^l^-,,,,.n. of a 

Sonal work and i do not mind : long hours . I also would 
like to becom. free of finax^cial worries and have a good 
¥?"fj for mvself and my family. I am certain that I will 
leach my loalby.wo^king hard, by listening to^theadvxce 

that has a great reputation, like yours. 
Int.: ^ftat is your weakest point. _ ^ I always vant 

App.:. To tell the, truth, ^ f-^^f .P^^^^f flight pay too much 
to do everything to perfection and I mignt pay 

I„t--"lrf you^apablf ordeterSining wh^ is relevant and what 
inc.. -^^^z^^^ ■ ^ . - v^ii told to perform? 

-Se \i^<z<z essential in a task you are cuxu i.^ p 
App::^\ili one of th. things ^ J^arned -in col^ge^was .to 
analvze things critically and determine whart is really 
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important. Otherwise, I would.have lost too much time ' • 
* studying for one course and got poor grades in^,the others 

due to a lack of time/ 
Int.: I'd like you to take a brief look at the brochure about 

puriStore on the table before we continue. 

(CAMERA CUTS AS APPtiCANT STARTS LOOKING AT BROCHURE) ' 



APPI 



Name (optional) 

Company (opt ional)- 



PERSONAL DATA 



Sex„ M F (circle)^ Ag e_ _ 

Profession: Prbfessor__ Yea^s of experience in 

Professional Perso n _ personnels 

' Undergraduate Student " ] ' ' 

Graduate Studen t 

Area of Concentration 

Are you currently: working part time - ^ ^ 

working full tim e 

-- ' . -job_title ' 

What are your career goals =z^Lim^I~~ 



Have you_ ever ^een int.erviewed (circle) | 

1) for a, part time or sUxnmer job? never 2-5 times 

' : once _\,^6-10 tim^s. 

-- : more_ than, lb times 

2) for a regular, full-time job? never 2-5 times 

' once 6-10 tiities 

1 mbre than 10 times 

Have you ever interviewed job applicants ^(circle) . ' 

.1) for a part-time or summer job? never 2-5 time^ * 
: . " once 6-ip_ times 

- zii ' ^ .more thah.jlO^imes 

2) for a aegular, fuii-time job? never 2-5 times 

once :_6-10 times 
more than ID times 

Please prbvide_beiow any further information you. believe Sight 
be ^useful to^us in assessing your knowledge of tfae_interview 
situation.^ Please indicate whether: you are or have been work- 
'ing in a personnel department or an' 'empliyment * agency . 
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Answer^all the questions (1-6) from tbp to bottom on each col~: 
limn. Each column corresponds to a segment on the videotape. 

1 a) Would you hire the applicant? Yes No b) If yes, would 
yoS hire the; applicant ; a) enthusiastically c) without reserva- 
tions c3 with reservations - . . : ' ' / 

2. the Applicant's intellectual capacity is a) outstanding ■ . 

b) average c)below average : ; _ : ■*» 

3. The applicant appears: a) self reliant b) insecure 

c) overbearing 



4; Does the applicant appear emotionally stable? Yes No 

5. Does the applicant appear: a) highly competent 
b) adequately competent c) incomjietent 

6 Outside of any professional consideration I would like to 
have the applicant as: a) a personal friend b) an acquain- 
tance c5 my boss d) my employee e) never have , any thing to 
'do with him. ; 

::: :: : : \ 

ANSWER SHEET 

1) I. a. ^il.a. III. a. _^ IV. a. V.a. VI. a. 

b. h. b-^^ b. 

2) I. 1^- 



3) II.. 

45 I. II.; 

5) I. II.. 

6) I. II.. 



Ill- 


iv. 


.V. 


Vi. 


ill. 


IV. 


' V. 












Mi. 


IV. 


V. 


. VI. 


III. 


. IV. 


V. 


VI. 


III. 


iV. 


V. 


• vi. - . ' 
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APPENniX IV 



















I . OVERCESTtCULATION . 
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-With 


Interactant- 
(F9 MIO) 1 




**A16riG" 
(F8 M9) 










Male 




Female 


Male 


Totnlr 

ATT ft 




yes 


Female 
56X-5 


Total 




no 






58Z-ii ^ 


5dZ-A 






(b) 


«« 


DZ 


dz ' 


OZ 


^ 25Z-1 


25Z-1 






b. 


OZ 


dz 


dz 


25Z-1 


25Z-1 






c. 


lOOZ-5 


lOOZ-3 


lOOZ-8 


5dZ^2 


5dZ-'2 




2. 


A. 


llZ-l 


lOZ-1 


llZ-2 






A iZ-7 




b. 


89Z-8 


9dZ-9 


89Z-i7 


JO*** J 


/ o*~ / 


59Z-10 




c. 


OZ 


. OZ 


OZ 


dz 


dz 


dZ 


3. 


a« 


22Z-2 


OZ 


llZ-2 


38Z-3 


AAZ-A 


AlZ-7 




b. 


22Z-2 


AOZ-4 


32%-6 


252-2 


llZ-1 


I8Z-3 




c« 


, 56Z-5 


60Z-6 


58Z-11 


38Z-3 


A4Z-4 




A. 


yea 


78Z-7 


7h2-7 

/ U A™ / 




88Z-7 


67Z-^ 


,76Z-13 




no 


22Z-2 ' 


30Z-3 


26Z-5 . 


13Z-1 


33Z-3 


2iiZ-S 


5, 


a. 7 
b. 


dz 


OZ 


OZ 


J 0 /*~ J 


1 lZ-1- 


2AZ-A 




lOOZ-9 


80Z-8 


89Z-17 ^ 


SdZ-A 


89Z-8 


71Z-K 




c« 


OZ 


2DZ-2 


llZ-2 


^ 13Z-1 


• OZ 


6Z-1 


6. 


a« 


OZ 


. . ./ 
OZ 


OZ 


dZ 


OZ 


OZ ' 






33Z-3 


20Z-2 


26Z-5 


13Z-1 


33Z-3 


24Z-A 




c« 


dz 


dz 


0% 


OZ 


OZ 


OZ 




a. 


33Z-3 


lOZ-1 


21Z-A 


5dZ-A 


33Z-3 


AiZ-7 




e. 


33X-3 


70Z-7 


53Z-10; 


38Z-3 


33Z-3 


35Z-6 
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